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COW SSI ONER HURLEY: This is a special open
nmeeting pursuant to notice of the Illinois Comrerce
Conmission. It is a nmeeting of the
Tel econmuni cations Policy G oup

And today the purpose of our neeting is
to discuss the Condition 29 Operation Support
Systens, conmonly known at OSS, which have been in
col | aborative for sone tine. | knowit's been a
I ong and arduous process. The purpose of this
nmeeting is for you all to brief the Conm ssion on
the issues that are left open that will go into
arbitration.

VWhen | set up this neeting, | asked for
people to allow two hours. | think we were hopefu
that there would be fewer issues than we have before
us and certainly issues within issues. | know that
Nancy Atkinson who's been putting this neeting
toget her and running the coll aboratives for the
Conmi ssi on has given you tine frames. | hope that
you wi Il abide by those as best you can try to get
your message across so that the Commi ssion

under st ands your point clearly and concisely.



I'"'mgoing to hand it over to Nancy
At ki nson. Frommy count there are about ten
speakers, maybe 11 speakers. For the sake of the
court reporter, the first tine you speak if you
woul d give your name and conpany affiliation
thereafter she will likely be able to know who you
are. You don't have to give your nane every tine
you cone up to talk.

I think we can get started now and |I'm
going to turn this over to Nancy Atkinson who is our
OSS expert.

By the way, sonmething very inportant,
because we have a Springfield hookup and
Conmi ssioner Squires is in Springfield --
Conmi ssioners Harvill, Kretschner, Mthias and
Hurl ey are here in Chicago -- and there are other
staff people down in Springfield, please speak into
the m crophones. It is very inportant. They cannot
hear you unless you're pretty nmuch on top of the
nm crophone.

Nancy, take it away.

M5. ATKINSON: Thank you Conmi ssioner Hurley.



Can you hear me?

COW SSI ONER SQUI RES:  We can hear you.

MS. ATKI NSON: Just as Comm ssioner Hurley
i ndi cated, Phase 2 of Condition 29 of SBC/ Ameritech
nmerger called for SBC/ Aneritech, Illinois CLECs and
I CC staff to work collaboratively to obtain
agreenent on operational support systens,
i nterfaces, enhancenents and busi ness requirenments
as identified in Ameritech's revised plan of record.

Qur Illinois collaborative began on June
21st with an initial list of 90 issues identified by
the CLECs. After the first neeting, the group
continued to neet for two days for each of the next
seven weeks working to cone to agreenent on the
i ssues.

I would also like to point out that other
foruns have al so been hol di ng di scussi ons on many of
t hese sane issues. They include the FCC uniform and
enhanced col | aborative, the FCC advanced services
col |l aborative, as well as neetings being held by
ot her state commi ssions.

To the extent that agreenents have been



made in any of these other arenas, the Illinois

col | aborative has attenpted to inport the agreenents
or portions of those agreenents here when
applicable. And today the goal of this nmeeting is
to have the parties jointly present the list of
remai ni ng i ssues to the Comm ssion as stated in the
nmerger order that have not been resolved via this
col | aborative process today. And there are 22
unresol ved issues as we have it on the list here.
Each item | want to keep in mind, is of equa

i mportance considering the differing views and

busi ness goals of the dozen or more CLECs who have
been active participants in this process.

Also, | just want to nmake sure that we --
the parties are continuing to meet on these issues.
It is not to say that this |list as it stands today
is what will be submitted for the Comm ssion. We
still have additional time and the parties are
actively working to continue to cone to agreenent on
t hese itens.

So we're going to nove into the

presentation of the issues. |1'mgoing to read the



name of each issue and in sone instances provide
some context behind it. The CLEC will then have two
mnutes to present their unified position on the

i ssue and i mredi ately follow ng SBC/ Aneritech will
have two minutes.

We have a tine clock over here. How that

works is basically we will start with two m nutes.
The background of the screen will be green. At a
mnute, | will turn to yellow just as an indication

that half of your tine has expired and then it wll

go to zero. We'Il just see howit goes. |If people
are going beyond their two minutes, | may cut them
of f.

Al so, | encourage the Commi ssioners to

ask any questions they have of the parties after
each individual issue. W wll try to do our best
to move through the Iist considering the nunber that
we have here in the anount of time we're trying to
cover.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: Because there are so many
i ssues, we thought it was best that if the

Commi ssi oners do have questions, they should pipe



right in. W wll try to be as casual as we can
since it's a policy session. Trying to ask all of
our questions at the end, | think, would be too
difficult. So if you have got a question, just ask
it.

MS. ATKINSON: Ckay. The first issue involves
application versioning. Application versioning is
the technical ability, process and tine frame by
whi ch SBC/ Aneritech supports multiple versions of a
production application.

First, Tim Connolly fromAT&T is going to
state the unified CLEC position and then Gen Sirles
fromAneritech will speak

MR, CONNOLLY: Thank you, Nancy, M. Chairmn
Conmi ssioners. Tim Connolly, AT&T.

Versioning is a rather technica
reference to -- in which we establish that a
production interface that is in service is repl aced
by a subsequent interface that Aneritech has
devel oped.

VWhen the second -- the new rel ease of the

version of the interface is available in addition to



the production interface, we say that that is

versi oned. Where the interface, the new interface,
repl aces the production interface, we call that a
flashcut.

The difference fromthe CLEC perspective
is very inportant because with a flash cut, the CLEC
has to mgrate its application to that next |evel at
exactly the sanme tinme. It nmeans that testing has to
be done jointly. And at the sane tinme as Aneritech
is doing its testing, any problens that Anmeritech
detects or any CLEC problens that they detect in the
devel opnent that they have executed, manifests
t henmsel ves in testing and the tine to resol ve those
is always very critical. But once Aneritech puts
that new interface in a service under the flash cut
procedure, the CLEC has to nove at the sane tine.

Ver si oni ng provi des a w ndow of
opportunity for Anmeritech to install the tested
interface and have the CLEC nove to it over a nore
general anpunt of tinme. Usually, it's a three-,
four-, five-, six-nonth period of tine.

We worked pretty hard with Ameritech and



SBC to hanmer out what versioning neans. You may
hear ternms |i ke dock rel eases and things which are
variations on the same thing.

Ameritech's commtment is to inplenment
versi oni ng whereby we don't have to flashcut
everything in March of 2001. The CLECs find that we
continue to have nmore rel eases planned. There are
five ordering rel eases planned between now and March
of 2001. There is one preordering release that's
going to be avail abl e before March of 2001 and we
continue to have to mgrate at the exact sane tine
t hrough these flashcut procedures.

They are dangerous for the CLECs because
they take away the ability to gradually nove into a
new production environment, new production interface
and we are asking that Aneritech advance its
schedul e to nake versioning available in the third
quarter of 2000 rather than six nonths later at the
end of March of 2001.

MR. SIRLES: Commissioners, I'mGen Sirles with
SBC/ Aneritech.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER:  Wbul d you spel | your
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| ast nane.
MR SIRLES: S, like Sam i-r-|-e-s.

| amthe vice president of Operation
Support Systems within interconnection services for
SBC. And as such | have responsibility for the
| ocal conpetition operation support systens for al
of SBC.

Before | address M. Connolly's conments,
I would just --

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: If you would get a little
closer, it mght help, M. Sirles.

MR. SIRLES: Before | address M. Connolly's
coments, just a couple of quick comrents. | would
want the Comm ssion to know that SBC has a very
strong desire to have the finest operation support
systenms for |ocal conpetition that we coul d possibly
have. W have been working very diligently with the
CLECs trying to craft a plan that is workable for us
all and that benefits |ocal conpetition to the
ut nost .

While we're tal king about a series of

i ssues here today, | would want the Conm ssioners to
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realize that we started with a nuch broader |ist.
That |ist was enhancenents and to a plan that

al ready existed. W had about 100 issues and today
we're tal king about 20. So there's been a | ot of
progress and that's the point | really want the
Conmi ssioners to know. W' ve made a | ot of
progress. These issues will remain open a while

| onger as we continue to talk about them and
hopefully, even nore will be cl osed.

To the point of versioning, really we're
not a part of the philosophy. W're only a part of
timng. We have worked through what versioning is.
And we have come to agreement with the CLECs on what
versioning is. Aneritech's plan is to inplenent
versioning with the March rel ease of 2001
M. Connolly did reference that there are a series
of ordering releases that will take place, as wel
as preordering rel eases, between now and that March
release. We're continuing to revise that |ist and
refine that list. Actually, it will get down to
just two ordering rel eases between now and the March

rel ease. Those in our plan will not be versioned.
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However, we do feel that there are only nomn nal
changes that the CLECs would have to nmake in those
two ordering rel eases.

Versioning is not an easy thing to do.
The software code to support two major versions is
extrenely difficult. And while we're preparing that
in this conplicated March rel ease, to deviate and
try and build versioning into what exists today just
further conplicates the issue. W have to make sure
that we get both versions correct when we do
i mpl enent, and then they have to stay in sync as we
go forward. |If we deviate our plan and try and
versi on what exists today, we will be working wthin
the software system for an ol der version of the
programm ng and devi ating our focus fromwhat we're
trying to deliver in March when the environnent is
significantly enhanced.

Al so, in March we're providing a
di fferent version of industry standards and
versioning will be very closely tied to those
i ndustry standards. Therefore, we think the

conplexity is better held until March. So it is a
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timng issue.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: But are you suggesting that
it's infeasible to do it, to advance the tinme?

MR. SIRLES: From our standpoint, it is virtually
i nfeasi ble. That becones a resource constraint
issue. It's not inpossible because we're talKking
about software systens and we're tal king about
coding. Nothing is inmpossible but the amunt of
work you can do in a given period of tine with the
resources we have becones a constraint.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMVER:  May | ask are you
versi oni ng anywhere else at this tinme, any other
states?

MR, SIRLES: W are inplenenting versioning in
Sout hwestern Bell and Pacific Nevada this com ng
weekend. That project has been over a year in the
devel opnent cycle.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  So you know how it
shoul d be done. You have had sone experience in
preparing to do this?

MR. SIRLES: Yes, we have.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  And it is going to take

14



you fromnow until March 1st to inplenment here in
[11inois?

MR. SIRLES: Yes. Realize that we will pass two
rel eases and then in the third rel ease, there wll
be versioning.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: I n the neantime, it's
technol ogically inpossible for you to nove that date
up? Is that what | am hearing fromyou or no?

MR SIRLES: Technol ogically, not inpossible.
There is high risk in that we will nake errors from
attenpting to do too nmuch too quickly and the
quality of those software rel eases that we will
deliver yet this year is at risk, in our opinion

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: M. Chairman

This is actually a question for both of
you and then a foll owup question.

There is currently a region-w de effort
on OSS standards. How many of the disagreenents --
and | amtal ki ng about everything that we're going
to be tal king about here today -- how many of the
di sagreements are a result of the tine frames that

have been committed to by Ameritech/SBC in other
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states?

| nmean, | attended sone of the OSS
col | aboratives and | heard the responses to a | ot of
the CLEC concerns on time frames as, this is what we
have comritted to in Chio; this is what we committed
to in Wsconsin or what have you.

What |'mtrying to get an understandi ng
of is just how many of these issues are a result of
what's been done in other states?

MR, CONNOLLY: | can walk you through the I|ist
t hat Nancy has provided to us.

"Il tell you that the first application
versioning is a timng issue. The address
validation -- mddle of the second page -- is a
timng i ssue. The graphical user interface ordering
issue -- the top of the third page -- is a timng
issue. The directory listing ordering inquiry issue
on the bottomof Page 4 is a timng issue. And the
CABS -- the availability of CABS for billing UNEs is
atimng issue. That is the second part of the
UNE-P item on Page 5.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: If | could interject

16



sonmething at this point, | think sonething that wll
be of interest to the Comm ssion and perhaps
expedite the process. Wen we get to the issues
that involve advancing time franmes, if you could
sinmply advise us whether it's technically infeasible
for you to do so or alternatively that there is sone
ot her legal reason you cannot advance the tinme or
perhaps something in our own order that states you
need advanced tine, | think that would hel p expedite
this process because | think all of us will be
interested in your response to the timing issues.
Does that hel p?

MR. SIRLES: W can certainly do that.

COW SSI ONER HARVILL: That will help it out. |
guess | amtrying to get to the issue of if this is
the reason why sonme of these tine franes are being
adhered to by SBC/ Aneritech as opposed to noving it
up to, say, Decenber in this particular issue. |Is
that appropriate? | nmean, just because sonething is
committed to another jurisdiction, is that a
justifiable reason for not nmoving it up here in

Illinois?
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MR. G LES: This is TimGIles fromAneritech.
Conmmi ssioner, | would say that many of
the dates associated with these are dates that we
have committed to el sewhere because we are dealing
with a five-state OSS and if nodified for one state
will likely effect users in another state. It is
not the case and | don't believe that anything is
hel d back because a date conmmi tnent has been made
el sewhere because in nost cases those dates when
of fered and committed to were as accelerated tine
frames we felt we could cormit to at that tinme.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: Those dates that were
conmitted to in other jurisdictions, were they the
result of negotiations within the context of the
col | aborative or were they the result of issues that
were arbitrated before a conm ssion and they nmade a
determ nati on on those dates?

MR. G LES: Some of the dates have been turned
into Comni ssion orders in other jurisdictions but in
nost cases were negotiated prior to it being turned
into an order.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL:  What |I'mtrying to get to

18



is if a CLEC community in Chio, for exanple,
committed to March of 2001 went for application
versioning, whether or not it's appropriate for them
to become in Illinois or trying to have the

Conmi ssion reach an alternative decision on that
here in Illinois which would nove the tine frame up
in other states where they have agreed to it or in
the alternative is Ameritech just holding firmto
those dates because of a decision in other
jurisdictions?

MR, SIRLES: | really don't think that that's the
poi nt on nost of these issues. A good nunmber of
them deal with just how fast we can get things done.
Many of those, while exclusive to the Ameritech
five-state region, are not necessarily being driven
by another conmitnent in Chio and not necessarily
agreed to by other states. So we do have sone
uni versal time frame di sagreenents across the
Aneritech five-state region for what we're trying to
do.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  Just one | ast question

19



It would be helpful at the end of this nmeeting if
you could give us -- at least | would like it -- a
listing of the five Anmeritech states and on the
timng i ssue when you plan to install the particular
product that is being requested for the other four
st at es.

In other words, | want to be able to see

if Ohio is getting versioning in Decenmber, why can't

we get it in Decenmber. |If they are getting it in
April, that's fine as long as we're ahead of the
pack. So at the conpletion of this neeting, | would

like to have all of the timng problens with a |ist
of dates you will be providing those particul ar
services in the other four Ameritech states.

MR. SIRLES: W can do that.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: Let's nore forward.

COW SSI ONER SQUI RES:  Conmmi ssioner Hurley, while
we can hear very well here in Springfield -- we
don't want you to think we can't -- but we did not
hear the name of the second speaker

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: It is M. TimGles from

20



Ameritech

COW SSI ONER SQUI RES:  Thank you.

MS. ATKINSON: Issue No. 2 is long-termjoint
testing. Joint testing is a process by which
i ndi vidual CLECs can test a given application
rel ease in conjunction with SBC/ Aneritech prior to
the date that that actual release is placed into
producti on.

Ti m Connol Iy, again, will represent the
uni fied CLEC position and then Gen Sirles wll
speak for Anmeritech

MR. CONNOLLY: Thank you, Nancy.

The testing that CLECs need to do with
Aneritech | referenced shortly before when talking
about versioning. The testing environnent within
whi ch the CLECs have access to software systens and
interfaces built by Anmeritech needs to be an
environnment that for existing interfaces mrrors the
production environment.

The CLEC has undergone the progranm ng
and devel opnent work to establish its interface. It

needs to have a reliance on the testing environnent
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to prove that that interface works and works wel
for the various products and services that it
obtai ns through these interfaces.

Wth a test, it wants to be able to
ratify that the testing results would be the sane as
those in the production environnent. So if there
are successful orders processed in testing, those
same orders should work in production. And there
you have got the rationalization of the CLECs
devel opnent work

The testing environment that's proposed
by Ameritech for the production testing is
dissimlar fromthe production environment in
several key ways. The first is that the testing
environnent is inpeded by a nonitoring device or a
set of nmonitoring procedures that Aneritech
establishes in order to | ook at and manual ly review
test orders as they are entered into the testing
system and then | ook at those orders again after
t hey have been processed through and extensively
provi de consultive advice to the CLECs about the

quality of their testing, about the quality of the
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orders they are using for testing and any ot her
f eedback al ong those lines.

CLECs believe that that's a val uable
service that could be available to the CLECs upon
their choice. Ameritech insists that it be the norm
rather than the exception. W find that that
contanminates this rel ationship between production
and testing because the production environment
doesn't have such nonitoring. W want to find out
if response tines are the sane, if the orders cycle
through at the sanme pace and that's an inportant
finding that we make out of the testing environnment
on the way to production

MS. ATKINSON: Tim if you could try to wap up
your statenment, that would be good.

MR, CONNOLLY: The testing of the existing
rel eases as opposed to testing new rel eases are both
di mensi ons of joint testing both at which need to
have -- be adequately planned.

Aneritech's plan of record provides a |ot
nore information, a |lot nore resource allocation

towards testing new rel eases and we're |left without
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pretty much information or access to the existing
production testing and we need those resources in
order to verify our systens devel opment work and
test adequately.

MR. SIRLES: den Sirles, SBC Aneritech

Agai n, we have tal ked extensively about
testing. | don't know that we're all that far apart
fromthe CLEC position on testing. The itens that
M. Connolly has described I thought we had cared
for in the last version of the | anguage that we
of fered. There had been sone di sagreenment, again,
about the time that -- the timng in which the test
environnent woul d be made avail able and | am aware
of that. So once again, there is a timng issue
here.

In terns of the manual touch points, SBC
does feel strongly that there is benefit and we've
had custonmer expression that there's benefit to the
manual touch points in the test environment. It was
al so found to be beneficial in the Texas order by
t he FCC.

The environnment that we proposed is the

24



environnent that is used in Southwestern Bell with
some enhancenents that we have agreed to as a result
of these coll aborative discussions with the CLECs.
So that is the environnent that would be inpl emented
and woul d be inplenented and avail abl e by March of
next year.

In terns of existing and ongoing
releases, it will do both. And that |anguage was
pl aced in the last version that we shared with the
CLECs. That there is a release test process. There
is an i n-between process which cares for a
producti on of new custoners as well as testing of
new products that the CLECs m ght wish to turn up
bet ween rel eases.

So, again, ny understanding of this issue
was that it was nmore one of timng. It was the
desire on the CLECs part to have this testing
envi ronnment in advance of March. W' re unable to do
that because of the conplex nature of the test
environnent. We did offer to do certain other types
of things with the CLECs working through their

account teanms that attenpted to accommopdate their
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needs for the next two releases prior to March

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Could you -- you
referenced the testing as sonething that your
customers have found benefited in the past. Who
woul d those custonmers be, other CLECs?

MR, SIRLES: CLEC custoners, yes. 1In the
Sout hwestern Bell region, |'ve experienced the test
environnent that is used currently in Southwestern
Bel | .

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: Are nost of those CLECs
participating in this OSS collaborative or are there
ot hers out there that I'm not aware of?

MR. SIRLES: No. Those custonmers are unique to
t he sout hwestern region.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: But the larger CLECs that
are participating in the OSS --

MR. SIRLES: Yes, and | might add that to
accommodat e those concerns, we did also offer
| anguage which is one of the enhancenents that |
spoke of that allows for the renoval of those manua
touch points and to put the test environment into a

fuel nmechani cal node
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We set -- because what we're hearing from
some of our custoners that there's a benchmark --
t hat shoul d be about 10 percent of the tinme that
you're in a test node of a rel ease.

However, to further accommodate the CLECs
t houghts, we placed sonme | anguage in the plan that
said that can be adjusted through change nanagenent
process or at least by release. So at this point |
don't understand why we still have an issue.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: From what you said
earlier, will there have been testing of the new
services prior to their release for production?

MR. SIRLES: Absolutely.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: And the issue that you
brought up at the end of your statement, you kind of
ran through at the end, not the manual test points
necessarily but the second part of your statenent
concerning the joint testing.

MR, CONNOLLY: About joint testing of the
exi sting production releases with a CLEC who is
changi ng their production interface is one dinmension

of testing. The second is the joint testing of new

27



rel eases that Aneritech is putting out with existing
or with new CLEC rel eases.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: And your nmmin concern
there is what?

MR, CONNOLLY: That we have a pretty good idea of
what the second test environment is, the new rel ease
of Aneritech's software and how that can be tested.
We have an inadequate provision in the plan for
testing existing releases. That's where | went off
on ny point there on requiring a production mrror
for the testing environment and as we try to work
t hrough this providing provisions in the plan of
record, we are unable to close the gap that we sense
is there.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: On that particular issue,
do you think they are cl ose?

MR. SIRLES: | really had thought we were close.

I have nodified that | anguage a nunber of times to
attenpt to accommodate M. Connolly's points and did
pl ace | anguage in the plan that specified the

envi ronnent was avail abl e between rel eases for

testing. In reality that environment as it operates
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in the balance of SBC is avail abl e today between
rel eases and is actually used by CLECs.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL:  Thank you.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: M. Connolly, are you
sayi ng that you have not received, for instance, the
busi ness rul es or other docunentation that described
and defined the ways in which -- when such processes
are going to be inmplemented? 1s that what |'m
hearing the bottomline that you don't have the
informati on you need in witing that woul d address
this issue?

MR. CONNOLLY: In a sense, that's correct,

Conmi ssioner. In order to understand and to
communi cate effectively about how we will test the
exi sting rel ease environnent as well as the new
ones. W have to have access to what is the
definition and description of what is the software,
what are the data bases that are available that --
and how is the information that's necessary for
testing.

The | anguage that we have now in

preorder, for exanple, preorder testing capability
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says that we're limted to access to testing
accounts. But preordering requires that we have
access to testing for tel ephone nunber reservations,
for I oop characteristics to determne if our |oop
qualification queries are effective, due date
schedul i ng, product and service availability. And
that information is not in the plan and we have
tried to work through those differences and get them
hamrer ed out.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  That doesn't seem |i ke
that -- that seens like a | ogical request so that
when the testing is conpleted, everybody knows it is
going to work. Wy is that a problenf?

MR, SIRLES: It's not a problem Conm ssioner
and actually | thought we were nostly there. W
have nodified that | anguage a nunber of tines to
accommodat e the concerns. | think the | anguage
speaks to those concerns.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: Wel |, perhaps rather
than you nodi fyi ng, you ought to get in the sane
roomw th your custonmers -- these are custonmers as

wel | as conpetitors -- and draft some |anguage that
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everybody can live wth.

MR. SIRLES: Please don't understand that we have
not been doing that because every change that | have
made to the | anguage has been di scussed with ny
cust oners.

MS. ATKINSON: Any additional questions?

We're going to nove onto issue
No. 3, the change managenent process.

In general, the change managenent process
identifies or defines the standards by which
busi ness is conducted between the CLECs and
SBC/ Aneritech related to all changes that occur to
their operational support systeminterfaces. A
13-state regi onal exchange managenent process has
been in the process or in the works of being defined
by the CLEC community in conjunction with
SBC/ Ameritech since Novenber of this past year. And
there is one or two outstanding issues related -- or
one outstanding issue related to that, as | see it.

Tom O Brien from CoreComm wi || represent
t he CLECs.

MR. O BRI EN: | am Tom O Brien. At issue here
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are the requirements for participation in an S
vote. An O S vote can change rel ease requirenents,
del ay the conmmuni cation of an EDI rel ease, back out
a release or delay the retirenent of an interface.
Now, there is general agreenment that an
O S vote should be -- effect all CLECs. The
gquestion in dispute is how to determ ne the
popul ation effect that the CLECs require for a vote.
Now, the CLECs believe that sonme majority
of the participants in a called vote should govern
the process. This process allows the CLECs
t hensel ves to determ ne who anong the qualified
CLECs are also effected. CLECs that are not
effected opt out of the voting process through their
silence. The CLECs then have a stake in the vote
and express that stake by their participation in the
vote. Each CLEC clearly understands that
participation is necessary to protect their
i nterests.
Now, SBC' s insistence on a quorum
requi renent assunes that all qualified CLECs are

al so effected. This will be true in only the nost
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literal sense. Not all qualified CLECs will be
effected by a particular release or a particular
probl em for any nunmber of reasons. They just won't
necessarily care about a particular issue. Yet the
CLECs who will be effected who do care about the
probl em associated with the rel ease, will be
required to nmuster the majority of some quorumin
order to have a vote go forward

Establishing a quorumis admninistratively
cunbersone. Utimtely, SBC decides if there is a
quorum for a vote. This requirenent adds
unnecessary conplexity to the process. It places a
burden on effected CLECs to persuade potentially
i ndi fferent CLECs to provide support.

The burden shoul d remain on SBC to
effectively comrunicate the need for the viability
of EDI changes. The quorum process |largely defeats
t he purpose of an O S vote in the opinion of the
CLEGs.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: |'s everyone as
bewi | dered by this as | anf?

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: | have absolutely no
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comment on this point. | can't even discuss it.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: | want to hear from
SBC/ Aneritech. This seens to be the strangest issue
| have ever heard of in my entire life.

MR, SIRLES: | can understand your feeling,
Conmi ssi oner .

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: | wish you wel |l
M. Sirles.

MR SIRLES: Built into the change managenent
process is a procedure for decision points by the
CLECs at certain points when you're devel opi ng
requi renents for software changes. Wen we're
retiring certain interfaces and when we are
depl oying releases, it's a cooperative process where
we nmust all be in sync. And built into the process
are certain points in tinme where the CLECs can throw
up a flag and say we're not in agreenent and we want
to be able to discuss this; and, if necessary,
overrule SBC on the plans. It is called a go-no-go
vote. And that's really what it is and that's what
happens.

The point of contention here is the way
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the rule is built today, it requires CLECs to
participate in that. |If you're a user of the
interface, you should be concerned about what's
happeni ng. The quorum requirenent only asks that a
m ni mal nunber of CLECs get to the table to discuss
this issue. The CLECs would ask that SBC rel ax
that, take that quorumout. And wi thout that quorum
rule, then potentially anyone who shows up to the
nmeeting, if that's only one conpany, controls
everything for all of the CLECs and can go a
different route from SBC or what SBC thinks is
proper. That's really the crux of this issue.

VWhat SBC is seeking is to maintain
m ni mal CLEC participation. This process has been
built into the baseline docunent that we use for
negoti ati on since day one. | started with this
i ssue since we had a two-thirds majority quorumin
California. W have taken it down to 50 percent
majority in Texas concerning the discussion with the
Texas Conmi ssion. Recently, | took it down to a 50
percent of the effective users, to quote

M. OBrien's term W recently nmodified that to 50
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percent of the effective users w thout the graphica
user interface custoners. Now, as recently as
yesterday | am down to 50 percent of those effective

users or a mninum of eight conpanies. And | stil

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMVER: How many?

MR. SIRLES: Eight conpanies to establish a
gquorum and then the vote is 50 percent of those,
which is as little as five. There are today
30 users of the EDI interface in our area.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: 30 qualified?

MR. SIRLES: 30 qualified users. I'monly asking
for eight with a vote of five and | think that's
fairly reasonabl e.

COW SSI ONER HARVILL: Can | ask a question?

You're tal king about voting on changes to
the status quo, correct?

MR SIRLES: Correct.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: | f sonebody were to send
me notification that there were going to be changes
made to the interface and that didn't effect me, why

then would it be necessary for ne to participate and
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say, | amokay with this, if it has absolutely no

effect on me whatsoever. Wiy would nmy position of
you can either leave it the way it is or go with a
new i nterface matter?

MR, SIRLES: Well, if we treat your silence as
consent, then in effect you are giving us your
consent vote by not showi ng up and, therefore, not
establishing a quorum M opinion is that all CLECs
shoul d be concerned about every change.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: But even if you have one
CLEC and whether it's a small data CLEC or a | arge
CLEC | i ke AT&T or Worl dCom and the interface changes
that you're making fromthe status quo are going to
effect themin a negative manner in any way that's
going to cause thema particular problem even if it
effects just one of them shouldn't you be concerned
about going forward wi th naking that change?

MR SIRLES: | would be concerned but if you view
it as a situation where there is nothing wong and
you' re choosi ng between two ways of doi ng sonething
and | have a voice fromonly one, then | feel the

broader universe is affected and should be required
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to voice a vote.

COW SSI ONER HARVILL: | amsorry. It seens |ike
a sinple issue but | amhaving a little trouble
understanding this.

If you're mmintaining the status quo and
you' re tal king about changing something. |If | don't
have an opinion on this matter, it is not going to
effect ne either way, then by having one conpany
stop this because they have a particul ar probl em
woul dn't matter. So | still don't see this need for
the quorum

| mean, it should be if one CLEC is
effected they should have the ability to stop and
say, hold on a mnute, this is going to have a
negati ve consequence for my custoners.

Do you understand the point | am getting
to here or what am | missing, | guess, is the
question?

MR, SIRLES: There is two points in here. One
has to do with requirenents. |In other words, the
basi ¢ changes to the interface and the decisions

about how we're going to inplenent those changes.
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And t hey do, generally, inpact nore than one CLEC
That's where a consensus needs to happen. And in
many cases, it will be a decision of not whether we
do it or not but do we do it this way or do we do it
that way. And ny belief is sinply that the broader
community of CLECs should participate in that.
COW SSI ONER HARVILL: | amgoing to say this
bef ore Commi ssi oner Kretschmer does because | know
she's going to. One thing we do know how to do here

is vote. Sone may argue we don't know how to do

much el se.

We're provided with an agenda before each
meeting. It is essentially our choice as to whether
or not we attend that neeting. If | don't show up

for a neeting and | don't vote because of
i ndi fference or because of what have you, that's ny
probl em
COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVMVER: Let ne try a different
tactic, if you don't mnd.
You said there are 30 different qualified
CLECs. Do all CLECs have a listing of all of the

qualified CLECs with names, addresses and phone
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nunbers so they can roundup vis-a-vis the eight
peopl e or eight conpanies? Do they get to choose?
Do all of your custoners --

MR. SIRLES: W have built a way for themto know
that, yes, and we have volunteered to build that
way.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: Do they have the
ability to know now -- so the second point then
woul d be -- and | agree with Comm ssioner Harvill if
peopl e are not concerned, they may not show up
Some minor point mght be a najor point for another
conpany.

How woul d you expect an AT&T, an M
Covad or McLeod or anybody else to |line up people or
conpani es who aren't interested in this particular
i ssue to come and vote?

MR. SIRLES: Very easily. They know who they
are. They talk --

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: They do know who t hey
are? You can give ne a list of all of your
conpetitors -- because they're all conpetitors as

wel | as being custoners.
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MR. SIRLES: That's correct.

W will build a way -- have built a way
for themto know who they are. So that's not under
SBC s control

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER:  Not al | of your
custoners have the sanme budgets, the sane ability to
participate in everything. | think you' re creating
a problem here for yourself, which is unnecessary,
so that some of your custoners don't want to
participate. | think Comm ssioner Harvill said it.

I won't bel abor the issue but this issue seens
really foolish to ne.

COWM SSI ONER SQUI RES:  May | ask a question al so?

You said that there are the 30 qualified
CLECs. \What kind of prior notice are you going to
give to these conpanies to reply? Surely, it is not
going to be 24 hours.

MR. SIRLES: You do have to understand that these
events, especially when you're dealing with a
rel ease, deploy in a -- happen in a very quick
turnaround. And, yes, built into the process there

is a 24-hour notice. That has al ways been revi ewed
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as reasonabl e because of the quick turnaround that
these types of things have to have.

We do post a conference call. W ensure
that the conference call occurs. Where the vote
occurs, it is generally a conference call if we're
not required to attend in person

This is one | amgoing to have to
respectfully disagree on. | feel very strongly
about this.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: What occurs in a situation
when one conpany with thousands of custoners has a
particular problemwith the interface that you're
changing? 1It's going to have negative consequences
for its custoners. | don't know what degree we're
tal ki ng about here but shouldn't they have the
ability to say, tine out, we can't let this go
forward because it's going to have negative
consequences, W thout having to go around and get
seven ot her conpani es and get on the phone and say
we agree with them It doesn't effect us but we
agree with them

MR. SIRLES: Understandably built into the plan
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are certain safeguards that would state that we
woul d never go forward with a release in Aneritech
where we had an open issue. That's already built
into the plan. So obviously if we ever got to this
point, which I would expect to be extrenely rare, it
woul d be a point that needed serious discussion.

And t hat serious discussion should take place anpbng
nore than just SBC and one custoner.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Can you give nme an exanpl e
of what type of proposal you would be naking that
woul d necessitate this type of a conference call?

MR, SIRLES: Sure. |In the inplenentation of
requi rements if we were choosing to do the field
usage of a certain field in one manner and there was
a desire on the part of a CLEC to have the field
usage i n another nmanner.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Can you el aborate on that
just a little bit?

MR, SIRLES: The popul ation of information, let's
just assune it's circuit IDjust to pull one out of
the air. Assunming that the debate is whether or not

provision of a circuit IDis optional versus

43



mandatory and Aneritech feels it has a reason to
require the field information and the CLEC woul d
prefer not to have to populate it, then that has the
potential to get to this kind of issue.

The ot her issue would be over-rel ease
testing where perhaps through running of the test
cases through the test environnent, the CLEC was
di sagreeing that the test case was actually passing
everything it was supposed to do but Aneritech felt
very strongly that every tine the test case was run,
it ran just fine.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL:  Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: Let's try and nove al ong or

we're going to be here for dinner. | promse ny
fell ow Conm ssioners that we will revisit this issue
agai n.

M. O Brien, you wanted to nove on with
t he change managenent process, transition plan
MR, O BRIEN. Thank you, Comm ssioner. This next
i ssue seens a tad nore straightforward.
At issue here with a transition plan

CLECs need to know how Aneritech contends to
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transition the uniform 13-state CVMP. The transition
pl an's conponent of the 13-state CMP, Aneritech has
agreed to provide the plan and circul ate drafts.
The remaining i ssue concerns tine |lines

associated with the conponents of the
i mpl enentation. And we were fairly hopeful that
this one will not make it to arbitration.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: |I'm sorry, what was the
| ast thing you said, Tom

MR, O BRIEN. That we think we're very close on
this one. It's nore an issue of tinmng and SBC
sinmply getting the information out to the CLECs than
it is that there's actually major sticky points.

MR. SIRLES: den Sirles with SBC/ Anmeritech.

Aneritech has presented the CLECs with a

plan to transition to the new yet to be adopted 13
st at e change managenent plan. The plan outlines the
el ements of the new process applicable to the next
two software rel eases and specifies conplete
i mpl enentation of the new plan with the March 2000
rel ease.

The pl an does address all of the
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guestions and concerns that have been raised to date
we feel. And at this point Aneritech is waiting on
the | atest CLEC response.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: Any questions?

Ms. Canpi on.

MS. ATKINSON: The next issue is the hours of
system availability for SBC/ Ameritech

M5. CAMPI ON:  Thank you. Good norning,
M. Chai rman and Conmi ssi oners.

My nanme is Joan Canpi on appearing on
behal f of WorldCom There is three functionalities,
0SS functionalities, in dispute when we tal k about
the hours that the systems will be avail abl e.

First, is preorder, slash, CSR, custoner
service record, information; second, is what we
refer to maintenance and repair and, finally,
ordering. And what we're | ooking at are the hours
that the systens will be turned on as opposed to
being turned off. What | would |ike to do is
address those issues and draw conpari sons between
what is proposed to be available here in Illinois by

Ameritech, what is currently available in Texas and,
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al so, what's available for us in Bell Atlantic -- or
excuse ne, Verizon in New York.

First, with regard to the issue of access
to preorder and custonmer service record information,
there is really two areas of dispute. One is that
we believe that as CLECs we shoul d have access to
those systens during the same hours that we have
access to the ordering systens. So that if we're
subm tting an order, we ought to be able to access
custoner service record and preorder information.
That is not the case based on the proposal that has
been submitted by Aneritech for Illinois.

Secondly, we do not have access to
preorder custoner service record information or wll
not in Illinois on Sunday. W currently have access
to those systens on Sunday in Texas and we currently
have access to those systens on Sunday in New York
We would like it in lllinois as well. The business
i mpact for us is that although we may not be selling
on Sunday, although we do to a limted extent, there
is still alot of work that we as a CLEC do on

Sunday. W have our service reps cleaning out
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orders that have been rejected, submitting them
again. W use those hours really productively to
fix sonme orders that may have been rejected for one
reason or another and we would like to be able to do
that on Sundays but we can't do it if we don't have
access to the custoner service record and preorder
systenms. Again, we have it in Texas. W're not
going to get it in Illinois under their proposal
The second issue is maintenance and
repair. W would like to have access to those
systens 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. That's what
we have currently in New York offered by Verizon.
We do not have that in Texas and we're not going to
get 24 by 7 here inIllinois. W would like that.
We would like if a custoner calls us at 3:00 in the
nor ni ng because the custoner has no dial tone, we
would Iike to be able to submit a trunk ticket on
that. And | would submt that if an Ameritech
custoner loses their dial tone at 3:00 a.m, they
can call Anmeritech and get soneone -- get access to
sonmeone to report that trouble or |oss of service.

We would like to be able to do the sane.
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COW SSI ONER HURLEY:  You nust not be reading the
paper this norning.

MS. CAMPION: And, finally, one nore issue and
know I have run out of tinme. It has to do with
ordering and when the ordering systenms will be
turned on. We would like that to be, again, 7 days
a week, 24 hours a day just |like we have with
Verizon in New York. 1It's not being proposed here.
It'"s limted hours. Again, we would like it 7 by
24.

And if | could just conclude by saying
what we're tal king about are conputers. They don't
need to sleep. They don't need to be fed. They do
requi re mai ntenance. Qur experience in New York is
that that maintenance can be done an hour a nonth.
The systens can be turned on for the hours that we
are requesting that they be turned on and I -- and
mai nt enance can be done and there ought not to be a
problemw th that. Thank you very much.

MR. G LES: This is TimGles fromAneritech

The advi sed availability of any OSS

function is dependent upon the availability of
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various OSSs that supply that capability in the
background. In Aneritech it requires nultiple OSSs
to make any particular function available and these
are different systems than are used in Texas at the
nmonent .

Dependent on the technol ogy used to
supply or underline that OSS, a differing anount of
time is required off line to do tasks such as
routi ne mai ntenance, data backup, software upgrades,
synchroni zing data bases. So 24 by 7 for nost of
our applications is not possible. It is possible
for us to make in sone cases inprovements in
availability and we're working to do that. Due to
our traditionally not being open 24 by 7 except for
mai nt enance, it has not been necessary to have al
applications running 24 by 7.

As part of this collaborative, we did
expand the hours of availability for maintenance and
repair to, | believe, pretty close to 24 by 7.
We're tal king about mai ntenance and repair being
unavail able only 4 hours a week with sel ected

aspects unavail abl e another 8 hours a week. So
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within, basically, 8 to 12 hours a week of being 24
by 7 on mmi ntenance. |In addition, our LOC will
accept phone calls 24 by 7, including those periods
when the OSS interface is unavail able.

For ordering, we have offered
6:00 aam to 1:00 a.m, not quite 24 by 7 but we
believe we're getting pretty close. Ordering and
preordering do not match, | agree. The reason there
is the availability of those two functions is
because they're driven by different OSSs. There are
different OSSs that cone into play in determning
the availability of those two functions.

Additionally, with ordering we have the
opportunity to queue transactions if required to
prevent additional availability, which you can't
wi th preordering.

Specifically, with regard to preordering
on Sunday and access to custoner service records,
this issue, |ike many of them we're going to
continue to talk about. There is continuing work in
progress. W hope to be able to offer sonme sort of

Sunday availability before we actually end up filing
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on this issue, so we continue to work on that.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Could you list for nme what
exactly the hours you are offering for the three,
preorderi ng, maintenance and repair

MS. CAMPION: Commissioner Harvill, if | may
interrupt. | actually have a sheet of paper | can
hand out to you that provides the hours of
availability for each functionality for SBC/ Texas,
Veri zon, New York and what was proposed here in
I[Ilinois. | didn't know if handouts were all owed.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  While that's being
done, M. Gles, may | ask a question

Are peopl e needed for any of these tasks
that we're being told the CLECs want 24 hours a day?
Do you need actual people there or is it just al
conputers?

MR. G LES: In other words, do we have to have
peopl e there in order to nake preordering avail abl e
for certain hours? 1Is that the question?

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  Yes. |f
Ms. Campion said it was only computers who don't

have to be fed or anything else. Do you need people
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in addition to conputers for these functions?

MR. Gl LES: They're not people specifically
performng a function in response to
preordering.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: | nean - -

MR. G LES: However, if we nake the system
avail abl e, then we then have to have people
available to nonitor and operate the conputers
during those periods to safeguard agai nst the system
goi ng down or what ever.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  So you do need at | east
a small nunber of people to watch the computers?

MR. G LES: For data center operations purposes,
yes, it would be required.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Let nme ask you this
qgquestion: Can you define for nme, just so | have a
cl ear understanding and it is on the record, what
you nean by preordering, in your mnd?

MR, GILES: By preordering | amreferring to our
0SS preordering interface that includes access to
speci fic data basis where information m ght be

retrieved in the process of constructing an order
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like validating an address, selecting a tel ephone
nunber, confirmng the availability of a due date,
access to a customer service record and existing
customer service record

COW SSI ONER HARVILL: So if, for exanple, | were
a current local customer of Ameritech and Ameritech
was ny only service provider and | wanted to switch
to another provider, they would need access to that
information prior to ordering the service?

MR, GILES: |In many cases there is an option or
ability to place an order without access but it
woul d enhance or make it -- sinmplify the
availability to create that order, yes.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: | am just wondering
because as we nove into nmore conpetitive markets for
| ocal exchange service one of the potential benefits
m ght be that CoreComm has hours that are 24 hours a
day and | can order at 3:00 in the norning if | get
the urge for whatever reason. And then, obviously,
if they're limted by the hours, that could
potentially create a kind of disadvantage. | know

these hours are probably beyond the hours that
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Aneritech's phone nunbers are avail abl e.

The other thing that | was wonderi ng,
have you taken into consideration people living in
California who may be noving to Illinois and wanting
to order phone service, you've got a three-hour tine
di fference there as well

MR. GILES: Yes. |In constructing, for exanple,
our 6:00 a.m to 1:00 a.m, we tried to take into
account that there are people who nmay be operating
in California serving customers.

COW SSI ONER SQUI RES: | guess what | don't -- |
need sone clarification on fromAnmeritech is you're
going to either -- saying it is conputers, you're
going to have 24-hour availability for your own
conput ers but you cannot have anyone's available to
mai ntain the conputers for the CLECs and why not?

MR. GILES: No. |If that's the way it cane
across, then | said sonething incorrect.

Qur systens for our retail operator since
ours are not available 24 by 7, it's not the
situation that we are using theminternally and then

not meking them available. It's that we do not run
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24 by 7 and our systens are not available 24 by 7
and that's what's in turn driving the availability
that we're adverti sing.

COWM SSI ONER SQUI RES:  You're offering CLECs
exactly the same hours that you have?

MR. G LES: There are differences. |In the case
of ordering, for exanple, the hours are actually
longer. We're using the ability to queue orders to
meke the interface available. Longer hours than the
underlining OSS are actually avail abl e.

In the case of maintenance and repair, a
smal | part of unavailability is due to the fact that
we have an additional application inserted between
our OSS and CLEC users in order to bring our OSS to
a standard appearance. It does effect availability.
That's the four-hours data base mai ntenance w ndow
on Sunday a.m

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL:  What would occur if | have
servi ce under another provider and ny phone stopped
working and | called and the system wasn't
avail abl e, woul d that nmaintenance and repair order

be cued up as well so that once the system goes back
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on, | can be processed i medi ately? What would
happen for a CLEC?

MR. G LES: During that eight-hour period that
t he mai ntenance and repair interface is unavail able
during the week, they would have to use a phone cal
or fax.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: But they can do it
manual | y?

MR, G LES: Yes, they can do it manually.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Nancy, let's npve on.

MS. ATKINSON: The next issue is related to the
i nterface devel opnent rule for the detail ed
specification requirenents.

CLECs and SBC di sagree upon the |evel of
busi ness for rules or specifications to be provided
by SBC/ Anmeritech per the merger order during this
current Phase 2 coll aborative process.

" mgoing to have Bill Davis from AT&T
represent the CLEC position on this item

MR, DAVIS: Thank you, M. Chairman. | amBill
Davis with AT&T. You may be asking yourself what a

| awyer is doing tal king about sonething called an
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i nterface devel opnent rule. That's sort of the sane
guestion | am asking myself as | sit here this
nor ni ng.

Actually, the issue surrounding this
topic, as | think evolved as we discussed in the
col | aborative, has becone | ess a technical issue
and, | believe, nore a process issue. Let ne just
briefly tell you what it is, why the CLECs want it
and where | believe we stand with respect to
SBC/ Aneritech on the process questions.

VWhat it is, we started this collaborative
with a list of probably 100 issues between the CLECs
and SBC. It mainly surrounded questions of what
kind functionality is going to be nmade avail abl e,
when and on what basis. And as we tackled those
issues, | think we cane to the realization that as
to many of themyou don't really know what you're
going to get in ternms of functionality until you see
the actual release specifications because these are
machi nes, conputers talking to one another. And
unl ess you get the field right, the data el enents

right and the required el enents agreed upon and
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whet her they're al pha nuneric or -- unless you get
all of those very painfully detail ed questions
sorted out and understood, you don't really know
what you're going to get.

So we have all the same -- we think
that's a Phase 2 issue in this proceedi ng but
practically speaking there is no way to get that
Phase 2. So on proposal was for SBC/ Aneritech to
meke available to us those rel ease specifications.
W go to a discussion period, collaborative -- brief
col | aborative period, if you will, and then any
di sputes woul d be resolved in the context of a Phase
3 arbitration, which is already on the books under
this Comm ssion's nerger order

| believe we are now pretty nuch in
agreenent that those specifications were being nmade
available and | aminterested in M. Sirles
reaction. And | believe we're in agreenent that
there should be a process available to resolve
differences if they arise in the context of
di scussing those rel ease specifications. | think

our differences now are pretty nuch centered on what
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that process | ooks like, how fast it is and who does
it.

As | said, we have proposed the Phase 3
col | aborative dispute resolution process before the
Commission. | think SBCis saying they think it
shoul d be faster and it should be done before the
third-party conmercial arbitrator. | guess our
position would be that we should offer the issue to
this Commi ssion. After all, we're going to gain a
| ot of experience of these issues over the next six
or eight weeks and still we would propose to offer
it first to this Commission if this Comm ssion for
what ever reason declines to take the arbitration
then we would be certainly willing to go to a
conmercial arbitrator then.

So | think that's where we are. 1'IlIl let
M. Sirles speak to it or characterize it
differently or M. G les.

MR. G LES: This is TimG|es.

In the normal course of system

devel opnent there is a sequential progression of

detail fromthe initial idea or business need
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t hrough busi ness requirenent, system design, coding
speci fications and then eventually the code itself.

During this coll aborative process we have
been general ly di scussing what woul d be consi dered
busi ness requirenents or the needs of the business
that nmust be net by the delivered system or
application. In certain instances those specific
i ssues have required that we take the discussion
down to a lower level and we have attenpted to do
that where it was needed.

Though the specifics may vary, al nbst any
sof tware devel opnent process allows for a period of
negoti ati on between business and the providing
organi zation. Then on a sort of interimbasis,
agai n, specification points, we built into our
change managenent process a review by the CLECs
between initial and final requirenent.

There's been sone concerns expressed
about the possibility of dispute that m ght arise at
that specification point. W generally feel that
there are adequate safeguards and mechani snms in

place to deal with that kind of dispute should it
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arise. However, as Bill said, | think we have
agreed that if there is a feeling that an additiona
mechanismis required, that we would like to talk
about how that nmight happen. W have to recognize
the timng of when that would be. Being as we would
be delivering specifications around the first part
of Cctober allowing for a two- or three-week review
period, that would be the point at which we would
potentially have an issue that would need to be
resol ved.
So we do have some concerns about how we

deal with what might be very technical detailed
i ssues about specifications and do so in a tinmely
enough manner to keep the devel opnent on track for
rel ease that would go into CLEC testing in the later
part of January. It would be in |ate Cctober
November trying to resolve issues potentially on a
rel ease that would be comi ng out just a couple
nonths | ater.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Can we put you both on an
island and let you fight it out, whoever w ns?

Sorry.
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COW SSI ONER HURLEY: | originally thought that
this one was really sort of a |leftover required
interpretation of our order but it sounds |ike --

M5. ATKINSON: That was raised at one point in
t he di scussi ons.

MR, GILES: | guess -- | think you're touching on
an inportant point and to ne there's a difference in
the way we view this.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: | never suggested that our
order was that clear and conci se.

MR, GILES: In this respect we think it is pretty
clear that the Comm ssion order that the system
enhancenents that SBC/ Aneritech undertakes be
i ndustry standards as they evolve fromtine to tine.
So | guess what | amsaying is we don't think you
coul d ever answer that question until you get down
to this level of specification. You can't answer
these at the 50,000 foot level. So that's why we do
things tied to your nerger order and not sone other
change managenent industry thing. | think we won't
get to the point where the Commi ssion would say our

mer ger conditions have been net and they're at
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standard until we go through this process.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: That's a tough one.

Nancy, let's go forward.

MS. ATKINSON: The next issue is related to
Custonmer Service Record Lite Address Validation
This is related to the preordering ordering -- this
is related to basically when an order is received by
SBC/ Aneritech, validation rules are applied to
certain fields.

Specifically, this issue focuses on the
request by CLECs to relax validation rules that
apply to address fields on migration orders and Joan
Canpion is going to speak on behal f of the CLEGCs.

MS. CAMPI ON.  Thank you very much, Nancy.

There are two issues here with regard to
this issue. And let nme first say that we are
delighted that we were able to reach sone agreenent
here on rel axi ng the address validation with regard
to certain types of migrations.

One issue is -- and | am speaki ng on
behal f of Covad on this issue because they could not

appear -- one issue is that it's limted in the
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applicability to product offerings, specifically
line sharing orders and xDSL orders. 1|In other
words, the address validation will not be rel axed
for those types of orders and Covad wanted ne to
indicate that that is an inportant issue for them
and they would like to pursue that.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: Why is it an inportant
i ssue for Covad and apparently no one else? |Is it
just fromtheir data base or sonething?

MS. CAMPION. Well, | think Covad obviously is in
the xDSL market at this point perhaps nore than
others but | think it also is an issue for Rhythns
(phonetic) and other carriers. | say that only
because Covad nade a specific request for ne to say
that, so that's why | indicated that but | would say
it'"s really an issue for all carriers as well

MS. ATKI NSON: And just because there's a nanme on
this list, it's just indicated who woul d di spute it
in a formal process. |It's not saying other carriers
don't take issue with it.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: G eat.

MS. CAMPION: And the second issue is one of
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timng and it's very inportant to a nunber carriers
i ncl udi ng Worl dCom where SBC/ Aneritech says that
they will inplement this for migration orders
effective Decenber 2000. We believe they could do
it sooner. We would Iike themto do it sooner

And | et ne give you an exanple. Wen
Wor | dCom entered the residential market in Texas,
when we entered the market where we did not have a
rel axati on of address validation, our reject rate
was about 50 percent. Wen SBC i npl emented the
proposal we have here to allow mgrations based on
wor ki ng t el ephone number only, our reject rate went
bel ow 20 percent. So it has a real business inpact.

And the second point | would raise is
that you recall that SBCinitially withdrewits 271
application that the FCC had refiled. Wen it
refiled, this was one of the fixes that they
proposed and they proposed to do it, I think, in
about a nmonth. So our point is we think they could
do it sooner. We would like themto do it sooner
than December. As a practical matter we understand

that by the tine we get through this arbitration
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there m ght not be that much of an inpact here but |
can tell you that every nonth would matter

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Can you define what you
mean by address validation and what you would |ike
to see as far as relaxing the address validation?

MS. CAMPION:.  Well, actually what is proposed
here is what we do want to see. In other words,
that orders -- migration orders will be processed
wi t hout having to have a correct address. They wll
be processed based on tel ephone nunber only, which
is a good thing and sonething that we want indeed
particularly since we don't have the par CSR
avai |l abl e right now and al so because their data
bases aren't synced up. It allows migration orders
to be processed just based on working tel ephone
nunber to identify the custonmer rather than having
the correct address put on the order

MR G LES: First, I would say that the Texas
experience is not necessarily directly transl atable
here because we're starting froma different point.
The validation and its own address are a little bit

different at Ameritech but we do -- have accepted
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this as a desirable thing the CLECs have
i mpl emrent ed.

The question raised by Covad is the
applicability of the address relaxation to |ine
sharing orders. W have not refused to do that. It
was raised relatively late in the collaborative and
we're still exam ning the technical feasibility of
doi ng that.

So, again, | hate to sound like a broken
record on this but | think there's still hopefully
every opportunity that we will close this before it
beconmes an issue that needed to be considered by the
Conmi ssi on.

| do want to add, though, that the
address validation was sonething that initially even
Ameritech did not have in very early days. It was
instituted as a doubl e-check to the phone nunber
because that being the sole identifying piece of
data that was passed along as part of a migration
was -- in cases where perhaps digits were transposed
was causing customers to be switched incorrectly.

And it was instituted as a safeguard, as a second
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itemto be as a double-check. So we are -- had
initially proposed doing this in a way where the
address woul d be optional and encouragi ng people to
still include it but after further discussions we're
convinced to not require it at all

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: | am not sure this is a
good idea. How do you bill your custoners if you
haven't got the right address?

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: But you have got to
understand. | have been briefed on this issue.
This is interesting. For instance, if the address
was 2800 Lake Shore Drive, Chicago and it cane in as
2800 North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago, it would be
taken off because of the north even though there is
no 2800 South. Is that how it works? This is
really a technical -- it is highly technical

MS. CAMPION: Highly technical but it's just for
pur poses of getting the order processed.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  So you do know where
your custoners live?

MS. CAMPION:  Yes. It's just for getting the

order processed and this elinm nates the need to have
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COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: | think sone accuracy
is needed for Ameritech.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: That's sort of the whole
probl em on this one because addresses can be sort of
stated differently.

MS. CAMPION: Is it could be a-v-e, period, for
some custoners or a-v-e without a period for others.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: And sonetines you use
street and sonetinmes you don't at all.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: | f there is not a
period after a-v-e, it is kicked out?

MS. CAMPI ON:  Yes.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  That seens a bit
extrene.

MR, G LES: That's part of the standard as to
whet her or not periods should be included. That's

not an Anmeritech dreanmed up requirenent. | will add

MS. CAMPION. It is just a practical problem

MR. SIRLES: Also, understand that there's a way

to get it. So, | nean, you can view it before you
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pass it to us but it is sonetinmes that often tines
what's viewed is not always popul ated correctly.
So, once again, this is not a philosophical debate.

MR. G LES: We recognize the difficulty in
arriving at a nmutually agreed upon version of the
address. Being a wire-based network the address is
critical to us know where we are trying to run
service. Custoners don't always express their
address in the sane way that the post office knows
them or the tel ephone knows them or the 911 data
base knows them

This is only one anong a nunber of

enhancenents that we have done or are considering to
try and deal with issues in terns of being able to
better communi cate addresses between us. W have
recently a couple weeks back inplenented a
preorderi ng enhancenent to our preordering address
val idation for that reason.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: One comment and one
guesti on.

The comment is | was on CoreConmi s

website this norning and they are allow ng people to
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sign up for local phone service and there were
different fields for the street number, the street
nane. | think there were 26 different avenue,
street, road, |oop, lane, different specifications
as to what type of street it was or whatever it was.

The question | did have was sonething
that | think Joan has touched on very briefly is the
i ssue of the dual data bases.

Can you el aborate on that and if that
woul d present any problemat all?

MR, G LES: Aneritech does maintain nultiple data
bases and versions of custonmer addresses. In
particul ar the one that was nentioned was a
situation where we have a general data base for
val idating the address that nmay change over tine as
streets are renamed or we |earn nore about what are
val i d addresses or not.

Once an address is recorded and assi gned
to a particular service and becones part of that
custoner service record, it is possible for that
under|yi ng address to change in the general address

dat a base but not change in the custoner service
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record data base. So this edit makes that not the
CLEC s probl em but ours.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: Thank you.

MS. ATKINSON: The next issue is related to flow
t hrough which is defined by the perfornmance neasure
col |l aborative related to OSS as any order that is
el ectronically received froma CLEC and processed
through Ameritech's ordering interface into their
back-end service order system w thout manual
i ntervention.

And on this issue Tim Connolly will
represent the CLEC position.

MR. CONNOLLY: \When a CLEC s el ectronic orders
are received in Areritech's interface, they are
processed agai nst a set of screens that determ ne
whet her or not the order is of a type that is
eligible for flow through. There is a precise |ist
of those and attached to that list are sone
exceptions that apply for which an order that would
otherwise flow through if it neets any of these
exceptions would not flow through.

And not flowi ng through orders are those
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whi ch are processed in Aneritech's service center by
their service representatives that | ook at the CLEC
order, determ ne what service orders to generate
fromthat order and reprocess those orders into
Aneritech's system So it is an extra set of steps
that take tine, that take people, require training,
present the opportunity for errors and del ays
because those people need the tine to do that work
and al so just presentation of the human factor
creates error potenti al

Ameritech has identified in two lists for
us, of course, in the collaborative, the list of
order types that flow through and the exception
lists. W have | ooked at those and see that in
their July 28th's rel ease there have been of the 50
resal e exceptions, they have reduced that down to
26. So there was a |lot of progress on the resale
side in July. However, in all of the facility types
of orders, there has been no change in what's flown
t hrough since the end of June until the end of --
until today.

There are two itens on the Aneritech |i st
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of changes that they have proposed to be inpl enented
bet ween now and the end of the year that generally
descri be changes that will then inplenent and to
effect flow through. W don't know what those are.
We believe that they involve UNE, unbundl ed network
el enent, orders but we don't know the extent to
which they renove a | ot of exceptions, one exception
or however nmany.

VWhat the CLECs want is a commitnent and a
visibility to what orders flow through by type, what
are the exceptions that apply. And we |like to see
that the commi tnment be made to reduce by by 50
percent the exceptions that fall to UNE orders |ike
Aneritech inplenented for the, essentially, 50
percent of exceptions that they renoved for resale.
W would like to see that programinstitutionalized
so we can get flow through to the sanme |evels that
retail enjoys as quickly as possible.

MR, SIRLES: As M. Connolly said, we did
recently enhance resale flow through July 28th. W
do have sone significant advancenents planned for

depl oynent later this year that touch facilities and
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the detailed requirenents of those will be rel eased
very shortly but it does get to the unbundl ed
network el enent environnment for the conmon types of
ordering for those network el enents.

Aneritech has a very vested interest in
continuing to create flow through. | mean, it's our
efficiency tool so we do it as a matter of practice
and we are committed to do it as a matter of
practice.

W did try and | ay out what we knew was
on the horizon for flow through at this point. Wat
we were unable to do is give specifics of what
exactly is planned for the future. The reasoning
for that really is that we have to watch the
performance neasurenent. W have to see the benefit
of the enhancenents that we will deploy through the
bal ance of this year

Whi |l e we can concei ve of other types of
flow through, we may miss the mark. And we won't
know that until we actually start continuing to see
performance nmeasure data which we are | ooking at.

We will target flow through based on what's
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necessary to assure that we're achieving the
performance neasure. It is also our feeling the
performance nmeasure did take care of the numnerica
conmitment that the CLECs were asking for

COW SSI ONER SQUI RES: Coul d you pl ease speak up

MR, SIRLES: Yes. It was also our feeling that
t he performance neasure took cake of a nunerica
conmitnent that the CLECs were asking us to put into
the plan and, therefore, was not necessarily
sonmet hing that needed to be dealt with.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  |'s there a reason why
you have been able to flow through resal e product
but you're unable to do this with facilities based
carriers? At least that's the inpression | get from
the statistics | see.

MR. SIRLES: All based on where the market was at
the time when we started the devel opment of the flow
t hrough enhancenents and because it was
predom nantly resale, the concentration was on
i mproving flow through for resale.

As the market has noved, we have al so

shifted our focus to the devel opnent of flow through
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for unbundl ed el enents and we will be placing those
enhancenents in over the next several releases and
that effort will continue.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  You said over the next
several releases. \What does that nean in periods of
tinme?

MR. SIRLES: That means by the end of this year.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: I n the nmean tine, you
are hindering the facilities based carriers from
bei ng conpetitive because they can't get their
orders to flow through in a tinely fashion?

MR. SIRLES: But the time intervals for due dates
are really unchanged and no different between
whet her the order is mainly touched or whether it is
totally nechanically handled. There is an issue
that's always there of quality. Any tinme you have
to manual Iy touch sonething, Ameritech is keenly
sensitive to that. And that is another reason why
we are devel oping the flow through that we do have
pl anned.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  Thank you.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: I'd like to nove forward.
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As evidenced by the clock, it's 11:30 already and
had suggested that we mi ght be able to finish this
up in two hours and it | ooks highly unlikely at this
poi nt .

| suggested to Ms. Atkinson that we
bypass a couple of these issues that are sinply

timng i ssues. The Conmission is aware of the

timng issues and, also, | believe, on billing
account nunbers, | have been advised that's nearly
resol ved --

MS. ATKINSON: O at least still working on a
process.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: | know the next issue is a

timng i ssue, so why don't we nove onto DSL | oop
qual i fication.

MS. ATKINSON: Actually, the next one | have is
dark fiber, copper inquiry process and Rol ando
Pal acios is going to speak on this issue.

MR, PALACICS: MW nane is Rol ando Pal aci os and
am wi th RCN.

The objective and col |l aborative as we

understand it was to devel op or enhance operations
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support systens used by CLECs. 1In an ideal world,
we can order dark fiber as easily as we order
copper. However, because fiber is not as ubiquitous
as copper, before we place an order for dark fiber
we have to make an inquiry as to its availability
fromPoint Ato Point C. An inquiry process SBC has
of fered consists of submitting an ASR or an Access
Service Request. An ASR is also what we use to

pl ace the order for dark fiber itself. 1In effect,
we have to place an order before we can place an
order.

RCN i s requesting that an OSS be
devel oped allowing us to enter the A location and
the Z location and the systemw || return whether
dark fiber is available for ordering.

The second part of that issue has to do
wi th copper availability. Because we cannot serve
SBC custonmers who are served by an integrated and
digital loop carrier, RCN would like a simlar
i nterface where we can specify an address and
deternmine if copper repairs are avail abl e or whet her

the address is served by digital |oop carrier
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MR, G LES: Addressing, first, the dark fiber
portion of the question. Today we offer an inquiry
process for deternining whether we have dark fiber
avail abl e between two points. As Rol ando pointed
out, dark fiber isn't nearly as ubiquitous as copper
and the circumstances under which we offer dark
fiber require that we determ ne not only is there
fi ber between two | ocations but is the quantity of
fiber available in excess of our maintenance
requi renents or our forecasted growth over the next
12 months. So there is a manual step of deternining
is the anount of fiber avail able such that we have
truly spare fiber that can be sold as dark fiber

Additionally, we're tal king about
sonmet hing that runs between primarily |ike buildings
in a dowmmtown area and in some cases it is necessary
to physically inventory how that fiber has been used
before we can confirmto a requesting CLEC that it
is truly available. So the process is an inquiry.
We then take in and do in some cases a significant
amount of manual work to determ ne whether or not we

can offer dark fiber.
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As far as the availability or location or
know edge of whether or not a digital |oop carrier
is available to serve a particular |ocation, as part
of this collaborative we did offer that there is a
web- based access to a |location of terminals that
will be constructed as part of Project Pronto and
we're still | ooking at whether or not we can find an
0SS neans of supplying a location for DSL other than
Project Pronto based terni nals.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: How | ong does it take for
Aneritech to determi ne whether dark fiber is
avai |l abl e?

MR. G LES: W have established a standard
interval of 10 days to respond to that kind of
inquiry.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: And you' re nmi ntai ni ng
that's too | ong?

MR PALACI OS: Yes.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL:  What would be -- | mean,
if you couldn't get instantaneous through OSSs, what
woul d your fall back position be, sonething |ess

than 10 days?

82



MR. PALACICS: | think 24 to 48 hours woul d be
reasonabl e.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL:  Thank you.

MS. ATKINSON: The next issue is related to DSL
| oop qualification. Covad is not here to represent
their position but they have provided a witten
handout. That handout was outside the door here and
it"s quite lengthy so it's not going to hit the
t wo- m nute wi ndow.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMVER: Do we have copies? |
didn't find one on ny desk.

MS. ATKINSON: | think they canme right before the
meeting, so | think we can give themto you.

So we're going to skip over that and nove
on to the DSL | oop qualification, the informtion
update process. Tom O Brien is going to speak for
Cor eComm

MR. O BRIEN: M. Chairnman, Conm ssioners, |'ll
be brief on this one. The DSL | ocop prequalification
data base is being popul ated through manua
processes. The information exists -- you know,

exi sts on paper and it exists in different forns
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t hroughout the Aneritech region. It's going to be a
heavi |y manual process and there's no di sparagenent
here at all. The manual processes will have errors.
The CLECs are sinply asking for Aneritech
to put into witing the process by which errors in
that data base when they are discovered nmay be
renedi ed and sone associated tine lines with
i mpl enenting those renedies.
I do not believe there is a disagreenent
in principal on this. | think we are sinply
awai ting the docunent to see it and get it worked
out, so | am hopeful this too will go away.

MR. G LES: 1In general, it is a business practice
within Aneritech that all enpl oyees when they
encounter an error do whatever is required to get
that error corrected. W don't, per se, have a
witten policy for the correction of errors under
every circunstance. But in response to this issue,
we are attenpting to develop a witten policy that
we can provide the 1st of the nonth and | too hope
it goes away.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY:  Thank you.
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MS. ATKINSON: The next itemis related to
cooperative testing. NorthPoint Comruni cations has
provided a witten statement that Joan Canpion will
read on their behalf.

MS. CAMPION: On their behalf, so we're clear on

that. | suppose if any carrier should be doing it,
it should be Verizon, | suppose, but since they're
buying thembut 1'Il take a stab at it.

Nort hPoi nt has had the follow ng probl ens
with SBC/ Areritech. One, SBC/ Anmeritech has not
reliably provided DSL capabl e | oops. Second,

SBC/ Aneritech fails to consistently provide

Nort hPoi nt with demarcation information, which is
the requisite information regardi ng where Nort hPoi nt
can locate the | oops once they have been provisioned
by SBC/ Aneritech. And, third, SBC/Aneritech -- the
syntax is terrible here -- prematurely close out
trouble tickets which cause NorthPoint to submt
multiple trouble tickets on the sane orders.

Nort hPoi nt and Ameritech have identified
cooperative acceptance testing as a renedy to sol ve

all of these issues. Unfortunately, Ameritech is
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not yet perform ng cooperative acceptance testing to
our satisfaction. Currently, Ameritech does not
perform cooperative acceptance testing on nost of
Nort hPoi nt's orders.

Cooperative acceptance testing is the
process whereby the ILEC test technician turning-up
a DSL capable | oop contacts the LOC and the CLEC and
the three conduct a joint test to confirmthat the
loop is working to nutually agreed upon or
Conmi ssi on mandat ed st andar ds.

Acceptance testing is essential if CLECs
are to effectively conpete in the DSL market.
Nor t hPoi nt needs demarcation information and a
reliably provisioned |oop to ensure that its
custoners know when their DSL is going to be
installed in their hone or business. Furthernore,
Nor t hPoi nt needs reliably provisioned |loops in a
timely manner so that it can conpete in the
mar ket pl ace.

Fortunately, NorthPoint and Anmeritech
have entered into negotiations but it is not clear

whet her the agreement is acceptable to both sides.
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However, the agreenent has not yet been reduced to
writing. Until it is, NorthPoint respectfully
requests that the Comni ssion keep this issue on the
open-issues |list with the understanding and
expectation that as soon as the issue has been
resolved, the parties will quickly renove this issue
fromthe open-issues list.

Thank you and I will not take any
questions on this.

MR. G LES: Through the course of this
col | aborative, we have engaged others at Anmeritech
i n product managenent and in account managenment to
attenpt to address NorthPoint's concerns with how we
have executed on cooperative acceptance testing on
Nort hPoi nt's order.

We have identified areas to be addressed
and are working on those and have very recently been
tal king to NorthPoint about nonitoring specific
orders and attenpting to -- and trying to determ ne
where we have nmade the necessary inprovenents. As
they said, we're waiting to see whether or not the

i ssue can be cl osed.
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COW SSI ONER HURLEY: It sounds like you're
pretty close so let's nmove onto sonething el se

MS. ATKINSON: The next one is unsolicited 865
transactions. What these are are provider initiat
reply transactions sent to CLECs from Aneritech to
communi cate a change of information on origina
order confirmation or to signal a change of status
on an order.

On this issue, TimConnolly from AT&T
speaki ng on behal f of the CLECs.

MR. CONNOLLY: The 865 transaction -- let ne
start this way: In a CLEC order, a purchase order
across the EDI interface is an 850 transaction
This is according to the standards established by
the American National Standards Institute and
i ncorporated by ATIS.

An 855 transaction responds to that 850
transaction and provides a firmorder confirmation
or rejection. In the case here, it's the
confirmation that's inmportant. That confirns the
due date and the services that the CLEC has asked

for to be a provision on its behalf.

ed
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When there is a need to nake a change in
that confirmation, Aneritech's systens through its
service center interactions generate the 865 -- the
unsolicited 865 which serves to update, provide a
status change but conmunicate with the CLEC about
the status of that previously established
confirmation.

It's critical that the CLEC be able to
mat ch that restated confirmation with the order that
it was -- that it sent initially. Wen we have the
case of conplex orders where there are suppl enents
i ssued -- and a supplenment being a change by the
CLEC to the original order -- we have nultiple
versions of that order in play. A CLEC may have
five or six or ten of them Each of those are
i mportant to be able to speak specifically with the
customer who's nmaking the changes while the CLEC is
still trying to get the original order inplenented.

So each one of the changes that are
provider initiated need to be matchable to the order
that the CLEC has in its queue. The details that

Ameritech provides in the unsolicited 865 are

89



insufficient to performsuch matching. The CLECs
need to have the critical details of the purchase
order numnber and the version and the other critica
data el enments provided in the unsolicited 865 in
order to nmake the unsolicited 865 transaction apply
to the opposed order.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: As sinple as that?

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  What do you want them
to do, just in a sense?

MR. CONNOLLY: Provide the data el enents that
allow for us, the CLECs, to match the unsolicited
865 with the order that was originally sent.

MR, G LES: First, let me express ny admiration
that you did that in two m nutes.

The 865 transaction, this informationa
transaction that we use between firm order
confirmati on and order conpletion, we believe is a
critical conponent in going forward to get away from
as much manual communi cation that takes place during
that period and nore to an el ectronic neans of
exchanging information with the CLEC. So we are

interested, very interested in working to nake sure
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that we can both nake use of that transaction.

The difference that we have -- it boils
down to the use of a single field. The underlying
cause is that fromour perspective and as it existed
in our systens, we have a single order regardless of
how many tinmes it's been suppl enented and corrected
that we are responding to. It may have been
corrected nultiple times but it is a single order
And at the point that we are sending one of these
unsolicited 865s, we are responding to that order
Just |ike when we conpleted the order, we would be
respondi ng to that one order regardl ess of how many
times it may have been corrected or changed prior to
the conpl etion.

This concept of responding to a
particular version is problematic. And as | say we
view it as a single order, we have a single order
imge in the provision process. And we are not
responding to a particular version but to the order
and itself.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: | think that's

reasonabl e. | renenber this issue now. It seens to
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me that having a given order nunber and having that
remain constant is logical. Could we use the sane
order number and not have it be 1A or 2B whatever it
is. It does seemto ne that the tracking would be
easier for you if you had an order nunber appear and
everything flows through that order nunber. It
seens | ogi cal

MR. CONNOLLY: But the order nunber that the CLEC
begins with is that each time it is supplenmented, it
essentially changes that order. There is a suffix
added to that order nunber that uniquely identifies
it as the next sequential supplenent. And that's
the data that the CLECs want returned in any of
these additional confirmation updates is the order
nunber plus the suffix.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  Are you using the sane
nunber so that their systemcan track it?

MR, CONNOLLY: We provide it with the
suppl enental order, the order nunber, plus the
suf fix.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER:  What is the suffix? |Is

it an A, a Bor a C?
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MR, CONNOLLY: It's incremented by one character
or one digit each tine another supplenent is
provided. That's given to Aneritech. What we want
is the sane information back in that next updated
st at us.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: |Is this done by a
conmputer? Wuld throwing an A at the end of a
nunber upset your conputer?

MR. G LES: 1In sonme cases it's done by conputer
and in sone cases it's done nanually. |[It's not so
much throwing that A or B on there but in sonme cases
throwing the A or the B or the C on an order that
has had that many versions, going back perhaps if we
are operating on
Version C and in sone cases they would like us to be
saying A or B for that same order.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: | think you shoul d be
able to work this out but | have sone synpathy for
having all of these different sheets with different
nunmbers or suffixes.

MR, G LES: | would point out based on our

statistics -- and I'"'mstill dealing with rough
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nunbers -- that only about 12 percent of our orders
are suppl enmented and only sonething in the

nei ghbor hood of a couple or 3 percent are

suppl enent ed nore than once

MS. ATKINSON: We're going to nove onto the next
itemwhich is related to hot cuts.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: We're going to comnbine
t hese.

MS. ATKINSON: We're going to conbine these two
and tal k about themat the sanme tine. W'I|Il ask
M. Finney --

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  The two hot cuts are
goi ng to be conbi ned?

MS. ATKINSON: For purposes of this discussion,
yes.

MR. FINNEY: Good norning, nmy nane is Scott
Finney and I'mwith with Anerican Tel ephone &

Tel egraph. It is true that the hot cut team --

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: M. Finney, you have to
speak into the m crophone.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: Coul d you spel |l your

| ast nane, please.
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MR, FINNEY: F-i-n-n-e-y.

The sub-team that was working on the hot
cut process has made sone significant progress in
certain areas of the whole cover procedure. For
exanpl e, on the area of energency restoration within
24 hours of a provisioning event, we have conme to
agreenent and principle on a way to care for those
customers whose provisioning failed i mediately
after the cut over.

We have al so made progress on increased
active coordination of its cutovers, nodification on
the cut sheets, which is the nmeans that's used to
comuni cat e which orders get processed on which due
dates and so forth.

We have al so accepted, as a CLEC
comunity, additional restriction on the timng of
when we can issue supplements, the informtion
that's required on cut sheets and so forth in order
to make this process work. And, further, we have
accepted and expanded the due date interval to
support this process of five days fromthe tinme we

submt the order
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So in those areas we have, indeed, nade
progress. However, in the fundanental area of
val i dation of the physical and | ogical connections
bet ween the CLEC conmunity and Aneritech, we have a
huge gap in terns of the dial tone and ANl testing.

From our perspective it's really the
linchpin of this entire effort that the physical and
| ogi cal connections need to be validated in advance
of the cut over and done in a manner that is tinely
and allows corrections to be made in advance of the
cut so that the emergency restoration procedures
that we have in place do not need to be invoked in
the first place.

The current offer of using a separate
i nt erconnecti on agreenent based dial tone AN
testing is sinply not acceptable to us. It has sone
i nherent communication flow issues. For exanple, it
requires us to fax a list of orders that would |ike
this dial tone testing to be perforned and that
i nformati on be faxed back to us. And faxing sheets
back and forth of incorporations is not a tinely way

to comunicate this information, nor does it inbed
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the whol e notion of validating the wiring and the
physi cal and | ogical connections into the process.
It really fromour perspective is an after-the-fact
approach and increases everyone's cost.

I would also say that for the past year
we have shared with Aneritech the procedures that we
have worked out with SBC in both Texas and
California that does, indeed, inbed these validation
tests in the general overall process available to
all newconers and provides for a tinmely response,
generally within one hour. And it does so with a
shorter interval of three days for orders. So we
remain at odds on this critical dial phone AN
testing portion of the hot cut procedure.

MR, G LES: The hot cut process that is proposed
at the nonent was devel oped in a collaborative
fashion as a consensus process. And it is a
consensus process to build that process. W have to
neet the needs of nultiple CLECs and it is a
cooperative arrangenment. |It's coordinated testing
that require, for exanple, for dial tone testing,

for us to be able to do it that the CLEC in turn
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commit to being able to provision the dial tone in a
certain ampunt of tine in advance of the cut over
process commtment to testing and not all CLECs have
been willing or able to conmit to doing that.

So M. Finney is correct that at the
nonment the process does not include as a genera
attribute to the process to do dial tone testing.
However, we have offered and will arrange, as he
described, to do the dial tone testing on a per CLEC
basi s.

In general, this collaborative process
has been running a little over two nmonths and went
t hrough seven neetings and at the |ast neeting on
July 18th, it was Aneritech's understandi ng that we
had arrived at a consensus agreenent on the process
while there is still issues to be worked that it was
suitable to be posted and inplenented. It has now
been posted and it is our desire and the desire at
| east to sone of the CLECs that we do inplenent it
i n Septenber.

Wth that said, we continue to work on

any remaining i ssues. There is another meeting of
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the sub-team schedul ed for August the 18th
specifically oriented at discussing the desired
framed due tinme provisions of the process but there
is certainly a willingness on our part to continue
the tal king. However, at some point you decide you
have a suitably enhanced process to put into play
and see how it works and then naybe continue talking
about further enhancenents.

MS. ATKINSON: We're going to skip past the
billing account nunber issue.

COW SSI ONER SQUI RES: | have a question

The hot cut, is there any relationship to
that at a 24-hour, 7 day issue in that while a
person is involved there is nmore than likely a
conputer needed? And if it is not avail able, what
do they do if there is a relationship there?

MR, G LES: | don't think so, per se. [It's not
so nmuch availability of conputers. It is
availability of people. W need technicians. Both
of us need technicians. W need to have people
avail able at both ends to literally coordinate the

hot cut.
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MR, FINNEY: This is Scott Finney from AT&T. |
woul d agree. This process is largely a manual
process. It requires human intervention throughout
t he whol e procedure.

MR. G LES: Right.

MS. ATKINSON: We're going to nove to the
directory listing ordering and inquiry as well as
the retain current listings items.

The first itemItem A under directory
listing ordering and inquiry is basically a tinng
issue so, Tim if you could focus on ItemB

MR. CONNOLLY: | shall and | shall be very brief.

The directory listings that are a part of
t he unbundl ed network el enent | oop order currently
provi de separately a separate interface to Aneritech
and the directory order is spun off to the directory
subsi di ary.

Once that happens Aneritech does not have
that information in its system They are going to
i mpl enent a system whereby the | oop order can be
integrated with the directory listing order. And

t hen once that happens, what the CLECs want to be
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able to do is retrieve that directory listing
informati on fromthe sane interface that obtains al
other directory listing information and not have to
maintain a separate directory listing inquiry system
that is fed into the directory advertising
subsidiary. One interface, one type of infornmation
makes sense to the CLEGCs.

MR, SIRLES: The directory listings today for
unbundl ed el enents, especially stand al one | oops,
are contained in the systemof Aneritech's directory
subsi di ary.

As part of the collaborative, what we
have done is arrange to build a new process where
those listings can be taken in via the order
directly to the Tel.Co. and sent over to the
subsidiary. Once that is done, that information is
retrievable. There is an inbedded base of listings,
however, that is in there today. All listings are
avail abl e through the directory service's interface,
the directory service's subsidiary interface.

In addition, any listing that will be

available in the Tel.Co. systens will be avail able
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through the directory inquiry fromthe Tel. Co.
systens. What the dispute is and the request from
the CLECs is to build then a link fromthat Tel.Co.
interface to the directory interface so that
listings could be pulled fromone place. This is
not an uncommmon problem There are nultiple
conpanies with multiple directory affiliates across
the country. SBC does have others. W have this
arrangenent and it has proved workable in other
territories. This really gets to an issue of just
how much do we need to do to ensure that we have a
wor kabl e environment for all parties. This is a
conmpl ex linkage that would need to be billed and one
that we sinply didn't feel was necessary to be
built.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  |Is this an issue that
is going to continue or will it go away once the
systemis in place? Because if it's a short tine
probl em you know, that's one thing. |If it is a
long tine problemand it really is going to create a
timng issue for the CLECs, then that's a different

i ssue.
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MR, SIRLES: The way the plan is built currently
is this would go on for information that was passed
to the directory sub on those | oops, stand-alone
| oops, where they retain a directory listing. Then
all that could be passed to the Tel.Co. on an order
to actually query it to see what existed today for
the listing. That would be done through the
separate interface

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: M. Connol Iy, how
important is this issue? Apparently, it is a
| ong-term i ssue?

MR, CONNOLLY: Once an UNE | oop customer has been
put on and their directory listing is in this other
data base, they are just as likely to want service
on that loop to buy other services, perhaps ask
about their listing, perhaps change that |isting.
And the CLEC can't get at it with the sane interface
that it's going to use to process the additiona
| oop orders.

It has to nake it separate. It has to
sign onto a whol e separate system and nmeke separate

inquiries and then take those inquiries about that
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other listing and then put it back into the system
in which they're using to order.

So it creates a bifurcated set of
resources that SBC is saying will never be brought
back together again. So the problem seens to be
getting worse.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: How difficult would it

be, in your opinion, for SBCto integrate the two

systens?
MR, CONNOLLY: | don't think it would be very
difficult because they are, first of all, able to

integrate the loop order with the listing order. So
to be able to transfer the query to obtain the
listing information fromthe subsidiary's data base
woul d seemto be as sinple or as straightforward as
being able to inquire about the |isting placed on
UNE- P orders or on resale orders which they keep in
their custoner data base.

MR, SIRLES: | nmight also add that as in the
systens devel opnent world, it is also feasible for
the CLEC to build a query where if they | ook one

place and it's not found there, then the system
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automatically queries another. It's really a matter
of where we place the burden.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: How does it work interna
to Aneritech right now on the retail side?

MR, SIRLES: Retail has the sane situation. They
cannot obtain that directory listing wthout
querying the directory subsidiary.

COWM SSI ONER HARVILL: Is it a totally different
system they have to go to?

MR. SIRLES: Yes.

MR, CONNOLLY: Is it for the UNE | oop that
Ameritech has, for the listings on UNE | oops that
Ameritech has pl aced?

MR, SIRLES: To the best of nmy know edge, the
situation is the same.

MS. ATKINSON: We're going to nove onto the UNE-P
product. Two itens, one related to ordering and one
for billing. Joan Canpion is going to speak for
Wor | dCom

MS. CAMPI ON:  Thank you, Nancy.

Wth regard to the UNE-P issue, this

really is a product offering issue for WorldCom W
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are in the process right now of doing systens

devel opnent and, hopefully, testing soon so that we
can enter the residential market here in Illinois,
hopefully, before the year is out.

One of the issues that is of concern to
us is the uncertainty about the UNE-P or combined
platform offering product that will be available to
us. And as | understand it, we currently in
I1linois would not have an UNE-P product to allow us
to install additional lines for existing customers
or to provide local service to new custonmers. W
woul d i ke that issue resolved so that we know what
sort of product offering we can use to enter the
mar ket and that we can use the UNE-P to provide the
service, again, to new custoners or existing
customers that want additional lines. W don't want
to be kept out of that market.

This issue is not raised here alone. It
is pending in another case that's currently in
litigation before the Comrission. Raising it here
is really our effort to raise it everywhere so we

can to make sure we get a resolution of this so that

106



we can nove forward with our system devel opment so
that we can enter the nmarket.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  Are you sayi ng,

Ms. Canmpion, that if you were trying to enter the
retail market -- this is for residential custoners,
| assune?

M5. CAMPION: That's correct.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: That there aren't
sufficient lines available or if a custonmer has one
line who wants two |ines, you don't have the ability
to bring the second line in?

M5. CAMPION: That's correct. That we would not
be able to offer them And if it were an Anmeritech
cust omer who wanted an additional |ine, Aneritech
could provide the service there. It's a |lega
i ssue. There are discussions about conming up with a
solution to this nost recently in Mchigan. W're
hopeful that this is sonmething that can be resol ved
qui ckly but, again, it is an issue of great concern
to us and it effects our system devel opnent and as
we nove forward and do some testing for entry here.

The second issue has to do with billing,
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billing in particular for the conbined platform

offering. WorldComwould |ike the billing in a CABS
format. CABS stands for Carrier Access Bill System
which is the industry standard way of getting bills.

SBC/ Aneritech have committed -- well
they have indicated that they have conmitted to
i mpl ement CABS billing for UNE platformand for
other UNEs in Cctober of 2001. Most recently this
morning | think we heard fromM. Gles via enui
about the Cctober 2001 date. W still have not seen
that that, in fact, is a committed date but it is
unaccept abl e anyway and let nme tell you why.

This is a very inportant issue to us
because the only way that we can audit bills is to
get themin the CABS format. The current format --
or the format that we will get until CABS is
implemented is a format that sinply cannot be
audited from our perspective. W know that because
to the extent we have resale custoners, we get it in
a non-industry standard format and the bills cannot
be audited.

MClI and since then Worl dCom has a history

108



of devoting a tremendous anount of resources to
auditing bills. And | can tell you that over our

hi story, probably nore than any other carrier in the
i ndustry, over our industry we have saved oursel ves
billions of dollars by auditing bills and
identifying errors. |ndeed, today when we buy

i ndi vi dual UNEs from Ameritech and are billed in the
CABS format, the error rate is probably about 7 to 8
percent, so we know there error there. W find them
and they are acknow edged through credit.

So while this issue is one of timng, it
is an inportant time period because during that tinme
we would sinply not be able to identify any errors
inthe bills. W think that the CABS can be
i mpl emented for the conbined platformorder offering
earlier than October 2001. |Indeed Pac Bell is doing
it by the end of this year. So, again, this is
timng but it really has a direct financial inpact
on our conpany. Thank you.

MR. G LES: W don't believe there is -- other
than this billing issue, OSS issue surroundi ng UNE

Today our OSS supports the UNE-P in Illinois called

109



conbi ned platformoffering and should that product
be changed, we would provide the OSS functionality

necessary to support that.

The billing issue in particular -- there
is acomitted -- a commtnent to nove to CABS
billing as part of our nove toward uniformty that

is governed by the FCC uniform and enhanced CSS
plan. And it is scheduled for October currently --
currently scheduled, | believe, for Cctober 2001

It is our belief that not being in CABS
format al one prevents auditing information. Correct
information is provided. That information can be
utilized to performan audit. CABS -- billing out
of CABS changes the format in which the information
is received. Wiere there is truly just a difference
in information provided and not a format difference,
we are in neetings with WorldComin an attenpt to

maeke sure we provide that information in the

interim

A nmovenent to CABS is not -- it is not a
simple thing. It is a radical change to our
ordering and billing process for those specific
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products. In October of 2001, in our best estimte,
was the best nost feasible date that we could supply
and that's how it becane part of the uniform and
enhanced pl an.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER: M. G les, when | buy
sonmething, | amvery careful to nmake sure | am not
over paying. |If | sign a charge card, | add it up
| carry a calculator. How can you expect one of
your custoners to be confident that what they are
paying is the correct anount if they have no way of
verifying it. There has to be sone way for themto
verify they are not over paying for the services you
are providing.

MR, GILES: | agree that they need to be able to
audit. The ability to audit is driven, | believe,
nore by whether the data is presented that you can
audit fromnore than by the format in which it is
presented. Mowving to CABS is nore driven by a
desire to get the data in a particular format.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: Ms. Canpi on, can you
verify that you are being billed properly by not

usi ng CABS?
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MS. CAMPION. No, and I'Il tell you why. The
systemin which we do receive the bills is not
i ndustry standard. It is not approved by OBF
Therefore, we cannot build systems to conduct the
audi ti ng because things can be changed without any
sort of notification or w thout going through the
OBF process.

So to the extent we have been receiving
bills for our resale customers for the past two or
three years, we sinply have no auditing process at
all. We have tried to do some reconciliations with
Ameritech. W have done those periodically but it's
not the type of very formal auditing process that we
routinely go through that we have gone through for
years with the CABS system which is industry
standard, not only in terms of format but in terns
of the type of information that's provided that
allows us to do the auditing.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  What's OBF?
MS. CAMPION. Ordering and billing forum That's
the industry group that approves --

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER:  The industry group?
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MS. CAMPION. Yes. And there is a process that
nmust be gone through according to OBF standards if
you're going to make a change in your billing format
or the billing information. It is all standardized
and approved by that forum

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: I n Texas and California
are they neeting industry standards of OBF?

MR. SIRLES: W do bill UNEs out of CABS in those
regions. W do not in Southern New Engl and.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: But you do in
Texas --

MR. SIRLES: In Southwestern and Pacific. This
does becone sonmewhat of a timng issue.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVER:  But that's over a year
away. | wouldn't want to be paying for what |
didn't know what | was paying for for a whole year

MR, SIRLES: | don't think it is quite as serious
as that. We do think the bills are validatable. W
are available to assist in validating. The bil
format that's received today is quite simlar to the
resale format. And although | did hear that they

may be experiencing invalidation attenmpts, we wll
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assist themwith that. W have no intent of trying
to collect charges.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: | understand you' re not
doing this deliberately but let ne ask you is this
done by conputer? When it cones through the CABS is
there sone way of just doing it by conputer or do
you have to do it manual | y?

MS. CAMPION: No, it's not done manually. It's
done through systenms but there is some manual work
as well but primarily through systens.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: W't h CABS?

MS. CAMPI ON:  Yes.

COWM SSI ONER KRETSCHMER: W th their system can
that be done by conputer or done manually.

MS. CAMPION:  No. We have not been able to
devel op a systemto do it. And, again, to the
extent we do receive CAB bills for individual UNEs
as opposed to the conbination of UNEs -- which is
really an inportant distinction -- we have found,
like | said, a 7 to 8 percent error rate where
Ameritech has indeed agreed to credit us that

anount, which tells you that there are errors.
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Wt hout that, we really have no way of backing up
our claimthat certain bills are not accurate.

And a year nmkes a difference,
particul arly when you're tal king about entering the
mar ket |i ke we're hoping to do, having lots of
custoners, hopefully, and lots of bills, hopefully,
and al so nonrecurring charges, up front charges that
really need to be audited.

MR, SIRLES: The integrity of a bill is critical
This is a huge conplex process. To rearrange the
format and the nature of the bill, | would hate for
us to be put in the position where we have to do it
in such a short interval of tine that we conprom se
the quality of those bill outputs.

MS. CAMPI ON.  Any advancenent of that date woul d
be appreci at ed.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: That's a tough one.

Nancy, let's nove on.

MS. ATKINSON: The final issue we're going to
di scuss here today is line splitting. The reason
why there is one other after this. It is line

sharing. NorthPoint has that issue. | believe a
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lot of it is atinmng issue as well as they're
currently in negotiations with Aneritech on this so
we're not going to address that openly here today.

AT&T will address line splitting.

MR. DAVIS: Bill Davis, again, M. Chairmn

| don't think 1'Il be able to do justice
to this issue in two mnutes but let ne try to hit
the high points for you.

First of all, we need to tal k about
term nol ogy for a nonent because there are a couple
of different terns. They're simlar but they're
fundanmentally different. One is line sharing, which
you have heard, | amsure. And the other is line
splitting, which is what we're tal ki ng about here.
They both involve the same things fromsort of a
techni cal standpoint. They both involve the use of
the so-called | ow frequency portion of the | oop, the
| ocal | oop, for voice service and simultaneously the
use of the high frequency portion of a |loop for data
services, xDSL type of services.

There is a key difference, though,

between line sharing and line splitting. That is
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that line sharing involves the local -- the
i ncunbent | ocal conpany, in this case SBC Armeritech
retaining the voice portion, the voice service, on
that | oop and a data CLEC, a Covad, a Nort hPoint,
com ng in and serving that custoner on the high
frequency portion of the |oop providing data
servi ces.

Line splitting involves the use of,
again, the high frequency portion of a |loop by a
data carrier but sinmultaneously the use of the | ow
frequency portion of the loop for voice services by
a conpetitive carrier. |In this case we're talking
about a UNE based carrier, nost likely a UNE-P. In
ot her words, where line splitting would allow ny
conpany and other CLECs to conme in and serve the
customers on a voice basis and either thenselves or
a partner with Covad and Rhythns to simnultaneously
provi de the data portion of a service.

Now, | understand SBC s reaction to be on
a couple of fronts. One, | think | heard them say
that line splitting involves a product issue, not an

OSS issue. VWhat | would say about that is very
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simlar to what Ms. Canpion said about UNE-P. |
suspect SBC s response will be simlar. W're not
saying this is the only forumin which this issue
could be resolved. We think it provides a ready and
opportune forumto do so and we think it is

i mportant to do so.

SBC contends, | believe, contends that
they are not legally required to provide line
splitting. | assune they are referring to the FCC,
a couple of FCC s order. One in the advanced
services case but in that case the FCC was
specifically addressing line sharing, not line
splitting. Modre recently, the FCC addressed these
i ssues in the FCC Texas 271 application. And there,
the FCC specifically recognized the distinction
between line sharing and line splitting. The FCC
rules for processing 271 applications just said
we're going to ook at the rules in place when the
application was filed. That's line sharing so this
application can go forward. But it recognized that
line splitting was -- | believe it referred to it as

a recent developnent. And it encouraged the parties
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to take this back to negotiations and arbitrations
before the state commi ssions, in this case, the
Texas Commi ssion. That's what we're doing. That's
what we're here asking this Comm ssion to resolve in
this arbitration.

The policy inplication should be
apparent, | would think, but sinply stated. Wthout
line splitting, as we're asking for it, there wll
be no voice provider on a shared | oop other than
Aneritech. |If you want conpetition for customers
who want to use a Covad or NorthPoint for data and
si mul t aneously use anyone other than SBC/ Ameritech
for the voice portion, you need to allow us to have
access to line splitting.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: When you purchase a | oop
from Aneritech, do you purchase the whol e | oop, both
the high frequency and | ow frequency and can you, as
AT&T, provide both the voice of the | ow frequency
and the data services over the high frequency?

MR, DAVIS: Half of that is yes and half of it is
not quite. Wen we purchase the | oop, our position

is we purchase the ability to use all of the
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function and all of the frequency on the | oop. Then
we in turn can either provide the data service
ourself or if we have a customer out there who
wanted to use Rhythns or Covad we could partner with
Rhyt hns or Covad or one of the other data CLECs and
they woul d provide the high frequency portion and
then we'd work out the billing arrangenents between
us but the LEC bills the custoners.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: So what are you asking
SBC/ Ameritech to do here is different than that?

MR, DAVIS: It is interesting. The situation
occurred in Texas, as | understood it. W had A
UNE- P custoner -- we gained the UNE-P customer --
that custoner being served by one of the data CLECs.
When SBC/ Aneritech found out about it out, they
term nated the service saying you can't do that.

You, AT&T, cannot provide the voice service in those
circunstances so that's really the issue here.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: So as a CoreComm cust oner,
I wouldn't be able to take ny DSL service from AT&T?

MR. DAVIS: Right. You can take -- you couldn't

t ake your DSL service from CoreConm and
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si mul taneously get your voice service from AT&T.
You can't say | want AT&T for my voice | oop, ny
voi ce | ocal service but CoreComm for the data
portion.

COW SSI ONER KRETSCHVMER: I n ot her words, you buy
the loop and they don't want you to split. They
want you to use the entire | oop without having a
partner.

MR DAVIS: 1'Il let themrespond to that.

MR, SIRLES: |If | could clarify, it really gets
to splitter ownership, which is why our base opinion
here fromthe standpoint of the plan of record is
that it's not really an OSS issue. |In the exanple
that was cited from Texas, the DSL was being
provi ded through a splitter that was owned by the
Tel . Co.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL:  Which Tel. Co.? Owned by
SBC?

MR. SIRLES: SBC s Tel. Co.

And as that arrangenent was rearranged
and the voice provider went to AT&T, my assunption

woul d be that what triggered the di sconnect was the
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| oss of the splitter because SBC s position is that
we're not obligated and we do not provide as part of
the product the splitter ownership when an UNE-P is
i nvol ved and an UNEs are involved. However, there
is nothing in there that from our perspective
precludes an arrangenent between AT&T and a data
CLEC such as Covad fromcreating an arrangenent that
does split the line.

COW SSI ONER HARVI LL: Just as long as they own
the splitter.

MR. SIRLES: The technology is available to them
and they could create that arrangenment thensel ves.

COWM SSI ONER HARVI LL: So let ne ask you this
question: If | amin a situation where AT&T is ny
| ocal provider and | have Aneritech's DSL service
and Aneritech has provided the splitter for that --
maybe we're getting into product offering here --
but it does with a provision, | guess, at sone point
intine with an OSS.

If Aneritech owns a splitter in that

situation and | decide | want to choose Covad as ny

DSL provider, do you pull the splitter then and then
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require Covad or AT&T to put a new splitter into
pl ace.
MR, SIRLES: | amnot sure I'mtotally qualified

to answer that question.

It's nmy understandi ng that AADS does not
use Tel. Co. splitter at this point.

| think that really gets to the crux of
the issue of why we had such a difficult tinme
westling with it in OSS because it's not an OSS
issue. And SBC s feeling through this proceeding
was sinply that it was going on in many or foruns.

My understanding is that the FCC has recently asked

ex partes. It is the of subject of severa
arbitrations and until it is totally defined as to
what the environment will be, it is very difficult

to build an OSS.

COW SSI ONER HARVILL: If the Commi ssion were to
order in another docket requiring Aneritech to do
provision line splitting, would the OSS support
t hat ?

MR, SIRLES: W would conply with that order,

yes.
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COW SSI ONER HARVI LL:  Thank you.

COW SSI ONER HURLEY: | think that pretty much
waps it up. | want to thank all of the
participants. It's been very informative.

CHAI RMAN MATHIAS: | just had two or three
comment s.

One, just as far as the netrics, we now
by nmy count have 22 itens that were handed out,
which is literally twice as many as we thought.
Therefore we woul d encourage parties to continue to
use the coll aborative process either before Nancy
At ki nson or off line because it would certainly ease
everybody's concerns if an agreenent could be
reached.

If we do go to an arbitration proceeding,
it would be hel pful fromm perspective and I am
sure fromthe perspective of other Comm ssioners if
the CLECs or the ILEC could present the business
case for the alternative, which they're suggesting
and then give a very specific solution. In other
words, you can tal k about what has been done in the

past and that's what sonetines, | think, has
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occurred. But I'mreally interested in what you see
in the future and how quickly in the future and what
t he business case is for that from your perspective.

And, secondly, frommy view and perhaps
fromthe other commissioners as well, | amvery
interested in the conpetitive inpact of the solution
whi ch you suggest. Does it help or hinder
conpetition and how quickly does it occur, does
conpetition occur?

And the third thing | aminterested in is
what other jurisdictions have entertained the
sol ution that you have suggested or that the other
parti es have suggested. Those would be very hel pfu
to me with the enphasis really on the conpetitive
i mpact of the recommendati on which you nmade in the
arbitration proceeding.

COWM SSI ONER HURLEY: Anything further?

On behalf of the Comm ssion, | want to
thank all of the participants for coming and
briefing us today. | know many hours were spent in
that roomover there. | would walk by there so

often and see you over there. W managed to cover
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this in two hours and 25 m nutes.
Speci al thanks fromthe Commi ssion to
Nancy Atkinson for putting this together for us. |
think she does a great job on our behalf. | see a
| ot of nodding so | think everybody thinks Nancy
does a great job on our behalf.
The Commission will -- we're going to
take a ten-mnute break.
(Di scussion off the record.)
COW SSI ONER HURLEY: We're going to adjourn this
session. W're going to take a two-m nute break and
i medi ately go into a special open neeting that has
been noticed up relative to the role of KPMGin the
0SS matter. Thank you everyone.
(Wher eupon the foregoing
proceedi ngs were conti nued

sine die.)
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